ABSTRACT: This paper sets out to explore the miraculous accounts concerning the Crucifixion groups in two Ragusan mendicant churches. The starting point is a well-documented case of the Franciscan high cross, which was embellished by a pair of wooden thurible-bearing angels by the prominent fifteenth-century preacher, Giacomo della Marca, later to become a blessed and saint. As legend has it, Giacomo announced a miracle, as was later corroborated at high feast days when the angels were incensing the cross by swinging their censers. Apart from a number of early modern accounts of these wondrous occurrences, the miracle-working imagery that graced the triumphal arch of St Francis' church has come down to us through an early seventeenth-century drawing, which allows for the examination of the iconographical features of the venerated object lost in the aftermath of the 1667 earthquake. As scholars have already rightly recognised, the illustration shares remarkable closeness to the mid-fourteenth-century Crucifixion group in the Ragusan Dominican church, a surviving composition that was endowed with the same miraculous narrative. Admittedly, different early modern writers accredited the trope of the miraculous thurible-swinging angels to both the Franciscan and Dominican crucifixions. These sources, therefore, testify to the complex yet understudied histories of the Ragusan Crucifixion groups, and call for a more attentive examination of wonders reverberated centuries after the enshrinement of these imposing compositions in the city's principal mendicant churches.
The status of miracle-working images, as well as their impact on the social and political, not to mention devotional life of Eastern Adriatic communities where they were treasured and worshipped, have received noteworthy attention in recent years.
1 A good deal of research concerning late medieval and early modern Dubrovnik, however, is predominantly focused on the veneration of relics and cults of saints, 2 while wonder-working objects have not yet been studied in depth. In true fact, Ragusan miracle narratives are scarce when compared to the sources regarding other objects of public piety, in the first place, to saints' relics. Admittedly, apart from few seventeenth-century devotional etchings of miracle-working images of the Virgin, which have witnessed enduring cults, 3 the surviving data on Ragusan devotional landscape appear rather tenuous. 4 Along with revered effigies of the Virgin, notable were the cults of several crucifixes. The devotion to the cross in the church of St Blaise rose to prominence in 1527, following the decision of the Senate to call for two daily masses in honour of the Holy Cross, which, alongside the Holy Spirit, was believed to have protected the city from the devastating outbreak of the plague and the sack of the Maori galleys. 5 The Franciscans on the isle of Daksa treasured a 6 The cult developed around the Daksa crucifix can be traced in a number of seventeenth-and eighteenth-century accounts, see Josip miraculous cross, worshipped for "many goods accepted", yet the circumstances surrounding the origin of this cult remain obscure. 6 The third case-that of the venerable cross in the city's principal Franciscan church-is not only the best documented one, but it also stands out for its alleged wonder. The succinct tale of the miracle goes as follows: the Franciscan James of the Marches (1393-1476), better known under his Italian name Giacomo della Marca, later declared blessed (1624), and finally saint (1726), arranged a pair of angels fashioned in wood at the sides of the high cross in St Francis' church. As was prophesied by this ardent preacher, the angelic figures were to work a miracle by waving their censers suspended from chains, and incensing the cross on occasion of the high feast days. 7 There is no foundation for this legend in the fifteenth-century records of Giacomo's several sojourns in Dubrovnik. 8 Nevertheless, this particular Ragusan wondrous matter was examined in an investigation inaugurated in Rome in the early 1600s, which aimed at convening evidence for Giacomo's beatification. In fact, it was precisely then that the codification of the miraculous narrative came about, the turning points being the 1609 account of the wonder, and the 1614 drawing of the miracle-working imagery, both corroborated by eyewitness reports of prodigious occurrences. In an attempt to reconstruct the early modern reception of this wonder, my aim is to explore these seventeenth-century sources, and to confront them to several other largely unconsidered early modern records. This examination, in consequence, could shed light on the perception of the miracle of Giacomo's angels, and clarify the issue of the reverberation of the miraculous account after the loss of the thurible-swinging angels in the aftermath of the 1667 earthquake.
However, the narrative of the so-described miracle in the Franciscan church is not as straightforward: some records attribute the miracle of thurifer angels to the Crucifixion group mounted above the high altar of the Dominican church as well. For this reason, these lavish mendicant compositions yield exemplary 9 material for addressing the issue of employment of identical miracle tropes to sacred objects belonging to different churches, in this particular case, to the Franciscan and Dominican ones respectively. My discussion will therefore focus on the correspondence in appearances and discrepancies of (otherwise largely identical) miraculous narratives of mendicant crucifixions. As I shall try to prove, wonders of these Cross groups were cherished around the ubiquitous late medieval pictorial motif of incensing angels, which were in later times employed as continuing visual attestation of the sainthood of a number of friars who operated miracles through these images.
Es ist meinen G. H. Fürwar zugesagt / daß im

The birth of Giacomo's cult and the earliest accounts of miraculous angels
In 1495, the chancellor of the Duke Alexander von Pfalz-Zweibrücken, Johann Meisenheimer, recorded His Grace's pilgrimage to the Holy Land, providing the earliest evidence for the study of miraculous angels. Among other matters, Meisenheimer attested a "wondrous thing": the Ragusan Dominican church was said to treasure angels by the cross, which incited visitors' interest for swinging their incense burners at the time of the most solemn days of the Christian year, including Christmas, Easter and Pentecost. 9 Although the central motifs of this account correspond precisely with the later narrative associated with Giacomo della Marca, two key features diverge. Firstly, there is no account of the Franciscan preacher, and secondly, the church of enshrinement of the miracle-operating angels is that of the Dominicans, and not the Franciscans. Pilgrim travelogues often mistake one church of the same town for another, which can be confirmed by other examples from such narratives describing Dubrovnik and its religious legacy. 10 However, if such a confusion was really the case here, and Meisenheimer was actually referring to the Franciscan church, it is odd that he does not accredit the miracle to Giacomo della Marca. Indeed, arguably the most prominent fifteenth-century Franciscan to carry out the Order's business in Dubrovnik, Giacomo must have still been remembered at the time of Meisenheimer's writings. Tracing the precise chronological path of the itinerant preachers is often nearly impossible, as numerous voyages are in great part doubled by their early biographers in order to fuel their cult and instigate its rapid recognition.
11 Still, Giacomo's stays in Dubrovnik are fairly well documented, the first being recorded in 1432. After having delivered a Lent sermon, he set off to Bosnia to inspect the local Franciscan houses. 12 In the meantime, he was appointed the vicarius et commisarius of the Ragusan friary, which is why the Senate pleaded for his return to the city in the wake of the Lent of the following year.
13 Upon returning from the Bosnian mission, Giacomo was constrained to leave Dubrovnik again, so he installed Ludovico da Strassoldo, another acclaimed preacher, as new guardian of the friary.
14 Shortly later, at the end of 1434, Giacomo returned to Dubrovnik, but this time his presence provoked discontent among the brethren due to his rigorous defence of the Franciscan Observance. Having expelled from Dubrovnik the members of the Bosnian province not clinging onto the new Observant regulations, he encountered opposition from civic authorities, 15 and it was not until the 1450s that he returned to the city again. 16 The conflict with the This brief outline of Giacomo's relations with Dubrovnik is to say that his role was far from irrelevant, and that the miracle attributed to him would have further bounded the city and its Franciscan community with the prominent figure of the Order. In this light, it is important to underline that down into the final quarter of the fifteenth century, when numerous effigies of Giacomo were commissioned following his death in 1476, he was depicted with an aureole, either radiant or full, that is, as a blessed or saint respectively. The purpose of these attributes, in line with heroic-like biographies, was to foster vivid devotion to the Preacher. 18 Returning to the contemporaneous Meisenheimer's account, it can be observed that a miracle of the animated angels had by the end of the fifteenth century been acknowledged in Dubrovnik and recounted to its visitors. However, the earliest record of this Ragusan miracle seems to have been grounded on Meisenheimer's mistake of the confounding mendicant church, fairly similar in architectural design and decoration, so that it may be inferred that the wonder was associated with the Franciscans and, in all probability, by that time already ascribed to Giacomo. However, as will be discussed later on, there are some further indications of the existence of identical miracles in both mendicant churches.
The early seventeenth-century narrative of the miracle
More than a hundred years later, in the early decades of the seventeenth century, the codification of the miracle in the Franciscan church took place. Its timing precisely corresponds to the launching of Giacomo's beatification process, in support of which numerous wonders were employed. hearings were held as early as in 1525-1526, but these involved only the miracles in Ascoli Piceno and Naples. 19 The re-opening of the process at the beginning of the seventeenth century was far more ambitious and successful: the campaign resulted in up to sixty miracles investigated across Italy (comprised in the socalled rotolo remissoriale), 20 and additional seventeen wonders from modern day Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina (included in Articuli additionales).
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The Ragusan miracle, for that purpose entitled Angeli miraculose thurrificantes, narrated that during one of Giacomo's sojourns in Dubrovnik, the preacher instructed that a pair of incense-bearing angels be placed at the sides of the high cross, which would, according to him, miraculously incense the cross.
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The prodigious events were said to be taking place in solemnioribus actibus et festivitatibus, 23 as was already recounted by Meisenheimer in the final decade of the fifteenth century. Corroborated by twelve witnesses, the story of the wonder conceived in 1609 constituted its official version, which served as the foundation for all the subsequent textual tellings of the miracle.
Five years after the delivery of this codified narrative, in 1614, while the process of the beatification was still ongoing, the drawing of the miraculous angels enframing the cross, as well as a more meticulous account of the miracle, were in preparation for print. The document, entitled Il vero ritratto della divotissima imagine del Crocifisso meraviglioso posto nella Chiesa di S. Francesco della Città di Ragusa, measuring 64 centimetres in height and 28 centimetres in width, is nowadays kept in St Francis' friary. 24 It was supposed to be sent to print by Simone Parlaschi, a Bolognese printer and book editor, and the document's bottom right corner displays the mark of one of Parlaschi's close collaborators, Bartolomeo Cocchi. Apart from this drawing, the Paduan collection of Filippo Riceputi, one of the editors of Illyricum sacrum, includes the file 26 so that the Paduan document is most convincingly the transcript of the Ragusan one, executed for the purposes of the Illyricum sacrum project. No other copies have been identified so far, so it is presumed that this preparatory drawing had never been etched. 27 The accompanying text consists of two separate parts: in the first one, Simone Parlaschi tells of a Capuchin friar who, after having preached in Dubrovnik, reported on the miracle in the city's Franciscan church. While preparing the miracle story (La Relazione del famoso Miracolo) and its visual rendering (Il Ritratto del Santissimo Crocefisso) for print, Parlaschi sent these records to the Bolognese nobles Giacomo Dondini and his father-in-law, Paolo Pierizzi. As he expounds, forwarding these materials to Dondini and Pierizzi seemed well suited, since both lived in Dubrovnik, and were themselves eyewitnesses of the wonder. The second part of the account, undersigned by Marcello Baldassino, a cleric regular of the Barnabite congregation, is an authentic testimony of the miracle approved by the Bolognese church authorities. It remains uncertain as to whom Parlaschi was referring when citing unnamed Padre Predicatore Capuccino, and whether he was in fact alluding to the Barnabite Baldassino, whose account he was to print.
The very fact that Parlaschi sent the account of the miracle to Dondini and Pierrizzi as a gift opens further questions to reflect upon, for these Bolognese families were tied to Dubrovnik for several generations. Guglielmo Dondini carried out the duty of a secretary and public notary in the second half of the sixteenth century, for a total of twenty-seven years, 28 and was affiliated with a learned circle of mostly foreign humanists grouped around Ragusan archbishop Lodovico Becadelli. 29 Upon returning to Bologna, Guglielmo and his son jointly composed the treatise on the history of Dubrovnik, a piece of work dedicated 30 to the Senate, but up until now, no traces of this document have been detected. 30 Giacomo Dondini, to whom Parlaschi dispatched the miracle account, can most probably be identified as Guglielmo's son and father of the prominent Jesuit and prolific writer, Guglielmo Dondini (1606-1678), named after his grandfather. Although I am not prepared to speculate here that Parlaschi sent the miracle account in order to be included in the volume penned by the Dondinis, the issue is surely worth paying attention to.
The latter part of the discourse-despite being heavily soaked with narrative tropes of the genre-casts some light on the nature and perception of the miracle. As attested by Baldassino, in the days preceding Christmas of 1613, the rightside angel, usually motionless, commenced to incense the cross by swinging the thurible during the sung sections of the services. The same occurred on Maundy Thursday of the following year, when both angels waved the thuribles as the Host and Eucharistic chalice were elevated on the high altar.
31 Particularly suggestive is the description of the richly staged ceremony of the Holy Saturday, which included the dedication and lightening of the Paschal candle, as well as the singing of the litanies and hymns. Correspondingly to the first chords of the Gloria in Excelsis Deo, both angels began the act, provoking the congregants to "melt due to the sweetness of observing such a wondrous and stunning thing".
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For now, it seems appropriate to compare how the accounts of the miraculous events set forth in two contemporary sources, the 1609 description and the 1614 print-sketch, relate. It has already been pointed out that the earlier account was employed for the purposes of Giacomo's beatification and, accordingly, is a condensed narration in which only the focal points of the story are registered. According to the 1607 description, Giacomo was responsible for the display of the angels only, while the crucifix existed in St Francis' church a tempore immemorabili. 33 More importantly, Giacomo's role in the announcement of the miracle was validated by putting his words in quotation marks. 34 account, by contrast, approached the matter as a hard fact, so that Giacomo's quote was not cited, with his role being brought down to popular tradition (tradizione commune), validated by Fedi autentiche, collected in the episcopal archives. 35 Furthermore, certain features of the 1614 text reveal that it was composed as support for the visual representation of the drawing of the cult imagery. The text opens up with the claim that the divotissima Imagine was displayed above the high altar of the Franciscan church "roughly hundred and fifty years ago", which is a novelty in comparison to the 1609 account. Moreover, not only that the exact time of the enshrinement is declared, but Giacomo was reported to have been responsible for the whole set-up, including not only the wooden angels, but other imagery as well. 36 More importantly, after describing in depth the movements of the angels, equated to those of altar servers incensing the altar table, the author of the text, Marcello Baldassino, concludes that this miracle "confirms the veneration and adoration of the Sacred Images".
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Alongside this typical post-Tridentine justification of the cult of images, Baldassino articulates the fundamental concept of devotional prints: their agency is in no way lessened by the fact that they merely reproduce the 'originals'. On the contrary, such etchings are equal to third-class relics, and are to be venerated per se. 38 Indeed, essential to print making was the possibility to disseminate copies quickly and inexpensively, thus boosting the reputation of the replicated sacred prototype and the church of its enshrinement. In this way, the participation in the miraculous powers of this venerated image was expanded by its presence in households where such prints were displayed and used. 39 The most apparent reason for devising the etching, therefore, is the promotional activity of the miracle of the Ragusan Franciscans, coordinated with the endeavours to ratify Giacomo's cult. Although the preparatory drawing found its way to the Bolognese studio of the print-editor Parlaschi, no etching seems to have been pressed, which raises doubts as to whether the promotional campaign had ever been launched.
The "divotissima Imagine" according to the 1614 illustration
Now, I will turn to the iconographical features of the miraculous imagery. In broad terms, the divotissima Imagine is a representation of the Crucifixion group that features a centre-placed cross, flanked by the figures of Virgin Mary and John the Evangelist on either side. Given its probable usage, the drawing was arguably executed in Dubrovnik and has faithfully followed the actual image. Corresponding ensembles graced the sanctuaries of the most prominent Ragusan churches; besides the one in the Franciscan church, there is evidence of an analogous set-up (but a lavishly gilded one) that adorned the triumphal arch of the Ragusan cathedral, 40 while the iconographically equal painted cross group in the Dominican church retains its original location. As a matter of fact, the still-standing Dominican Crucifixion-convincingly dated to around 1350 and attributed to Paolo Venezianoexhibits remarkable closeness to the 1614 illustration. The side panels of the Virgin and John are indeed quite similar, as are some other parts of the ensembles, such as the low relief angels with thuribles on the uppermost part of the composition, 41 Cvito Fisković, »Slika iz radionice Paola Veneziana u Prčanju«. However, both the 1609 and 1614 accounts clarify that the central cross was not painted on panel (as in the Dominican Crucifixion), but that it was a fullvolume wooden sculpture. The 1609 authentic narrates of a sizeable wooden cross, crucifixus magnus ligneus, 42 and the same is inferred by Baldassino's 1614 description, which refers to the miraculous image as fatta di rilievo. 43 Furthermore, the Franciscan cross group, at least judging by the illustration, incorporated a number of additional elements, not present on Veneziano's Dominican Crucifixion. These included the bust-length figures of Virgin and John, curiously duplicated at the side terminals, the figure of St Michael on the top terminal of the cross, followed by a small icon-like Veil of Veronica, a smaller Seraph, and the God Father on the top of the trefoil arch crowning the ensemble. Despite the dominant iconographical affinities of the two mendicant crucifixions, therefore, a closer inspection uncovers a number of distinctions.
It is not my intention here to go deeper into the questions pertaining to the iconography and stylistic kinship of the Franciscan Crucifixion, nor to contest the date of its fashioning. However, a few words should be devoted to one of the recent propositions concerning the Franciscan Cross ensemble, which suggests that some of its detailed repertoire has come down to us, and had therefore survived the 1667 demolition of the divotissima Imagine in the fire that followed the Great Earthquake. The panel representing John the Evangelist, now treasured in the collection of the Museum of Arts and Crafts in Zagreb, 44 was interpreted as being originally arranged at the right terminal of the cross, as featured on the 1614 illustration. Still, this hypothesis, albeit met with acclamation in scholarly publications, stands only on stylistic ground by which the figure was, in art-historical terms, interpreted as paolesque in style. However, we should bear in mind that any surviving fragment of divotissima Imagine would have immediately become a worshipped object had it outlasted the destruction of the miraculous imagery, and there are numerous equivalent cases in Dubrovnik and elsewhere. One example must suffice: the gilded relief of St Blaise. According to the local belief, the effigy of the patron saint remained untouched when the fire of 1706 wiped out his eponymous church. This very fact granted the worshipping of the object, and has instigated its enshrinement on the high altar as a central devotional image of the newly-erected church. Hence, the post-destruction case of the Saint John panel-if it had been the one represented on the 1614 illustration-would have been analogous. Finally, the Franciscan records of 1667 adverted only to the remorse for the destruction of the miracle-performing imagery, giving no clue as to whether some elements had survived. 47 
Miracles and their Images
Although the Franciscan Crucifixion ensemble was ultimately destroyed in 1667, the early modern accounts perpetuated the narrative of the miracle of censing angels. The body of evidence for this matter is considerable, so that in the following pages I will offer a selection of the most copious citations. Firstly, it should be noted that the commutation of the miracle between the Franciscan and Dominican church, already attested in the late fifteenth-century pilgrim travelogue, has its eighteenth-century episode as well. Seraphinus Cerva, in the second volume of his Monumenta congregationis Sancti Dominici de Ragusio of 1733, narrates of the same miracle, which he attributes to the Dominican Crucifixion. According to Cerva, the Cross group, arranged above the high altar of St Dominic's church in 1358 as a monumental anti peste exvoto, proved its miraculous powers in later times. During the exequies of the venerable friar Antoninus Clementis, the "two simulacra" were incensing the cross by swinging the thuribles; in Cerva's words, non sine miraculo.
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In order to support his assertions about miraculous powers of the Dominican Crucifixion, Cerva speaks of its long-standing tradition, and quotes an unidentified 49 ...ex constanti maiorum traditione, et Carmelitarum, quorum institutum professus fuerat, Annalibus suo loco referemus (C. Guarnieri, »Per la restituzione di due croci perdute«, p. 137, n. 17). Carmelitan source. 49 However, apart from the doubtful account from the late fifteenth century, there seems to be no firm ground to support Cerva's claim. In this sense, it is worth recalling that Serafino Razzi in his exhaustive late sixteenth-century description of the Dominican church makes no account of the Crucifixion group and its alleged wonder, but acknowledges the miraculous powers of an image of the Virgin and a cross, both displayed on the altars in the nave of the church. 50 The situation gets even more complicated since the identical miraculous episode (at least in the nature of the wondrous event occurred during the burial of a friar) had by that time already been accredited to the cross group in St Francis' church, but not tied to Giacomo della Marca. In 1698, the German Franciscan historian Fortunatus Hueber published his lengthy Menologium Franciscanum, in which he describes a funeral of the distinguished Franciscan friar Evangelista Balionius, taking place on 9 August 1494. Hueber's account contains the very same motifs-the ceremony was accompanied by the miraculous event of angels incensing the church-only here, the story was set in the church of the Franciscans.
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Whether the identical miracle was accredited to mendicant churches of the same city in the following centuries is still impossible to ascertain. However, this puzzling attribution of the same wonder to both the Franciscan and Dominican churches could be explained by the fact that the two Crucifixion groups are indeed similar in appearance. Apart for the already discussed dissimilarities between the two compositions, they shared a decisive element that may have enabled the attribution of the animated-angels miracle to both churches. As in the drawing of 1614, Veneziano's group includes a pair of flying vested angels bearing the thuribles, symmetrically displayed on the opposite ends of the cross, with a strong impression of movement (Figures 5a and 5b) .
The thurifer angels, iconographical subject that draws on the understanding of angels as celestial acolytes of the Mass, gained momentum in the fourteenth 52 century. 52 The recognition of angels as assistants in religious service is underscored in the 1609 description of the Ragusan miracle as well, where their wondrous acting was equated to that of the altar servers. 53 We should not fail to notice that the angels on the 1614 drawing, apart from the thurible, bear a navicella, an incense container, which is yet another symbol of their role of subministers of a Mass ( fig. 5b ). Both Ragusan examples stand out given that comparable Crucifixion scenes more often featured angels bearing a chalice in which the blood gushing out from the Christ's wounds was collected. 54 On a more general level, the motif of the censing angels derives from the genre of saintly visions in which the event is elevated by olfactory means or, alternatively, it draws on the Eucharistic ceremony. 55 The Ragusan miracle in question accords perfectly with both sources.
Further evidence concerning the angels' miracles
The miracle attributed to Giacomo della Marca witnessed considerable resonance in later Franciscan sources. Contrary to Giacomo's earliest biography, which makes no account of the Ragusan miracle but, rather, underlines his anti-heretical mission during his Bosnian and Adriatic iter, 56 in the seventeenth century, following the already discussed 1607 and 1614 accounts, there is a handful of references to the miracle worthy of attention. The same year in which the Franciscan miraculous imagery was to be destroyed saw the publication of Giovanni Battista Barberio's Epitome della vita del beato Giacomo della Marca, in which he elaborates on the 1609 authentic by underlining Giacomo's veneration of sacred images. He recounts that Giacomo ordered the angels to be placed for rendering una singulare divotione e pietà to the wooden high cross, referred to as Sacrosanta Imagine.
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Some years after Barberio's Epitome was published, Benedetto Mazzara's Leggendario Francescano, often described as one of the first comprehensive collections of Franciscan biographies, offers further evidence of early modern "fortuna" of the miracle. When narrating on Giacomo's enterprises, Mazzara provides an account of his numerous wonders, among which he describes only three that, according to his words, could still be admired, testifying to the enduring signs of the Preacher's sainthood. 58 Indeed, the first on the list is the miracle of the angels in the Ragusan Franciscan church, which is referred to in the life of yet another distinguished Franciscan, Bonaventura da Palazzuolo, who was celebrated for embarking on a preaching mission to Albania and Serbia. In order to reach these lands, Bonaventura arrived in Dubrovnik with a group of fellow friars in 1634. Upon being warned that the voyage they were about to undertake was a highly risky one, the group was said to have started praying before the cross and the angels of Giacomo della Marca. 59 On one level, such an episode aimed at equating Bonaventura's mission to that of the blessed Giacomo, but it equally testified to the continuing linkage of Giacomo with Ragusan Franciscans. It is also the very first acknowledgement of the Franciscan cross group as a locus for prayer.
All these sources hailed the life and miracles of the blessed Giacomo, while new impetus for devotion was surely instigated by his canonisation in 1726. The investigation, concluded almost a hundred years after the beatification, remains to be explored in more detail. 60 Until then, it is worth noting that Naples, the city that held Giacomo's body and propelled the canonisation investigation, refused to cover the expenses of the process, so that it was necessary for the Franciscan Order to step in and provide the funds. Every Franciscan province, including the houses in the Republic of Dubrovnik, was obliged to participate, 61 and thus a wide platform for the project of canonisation was created. It is therefore possible that some of the evidence of Giacomo's cult could be linked to the post-canonisation devotion. These include an altar consecrated in his name in the church on Daksa, but attested only in 1818, 62 and his portraits which are preserved in the Franciscan friaries in Dubrovnik and in Rožat (Rijeka dubrovačka). 66 By the late 1920s, however, the Franciscan church has seen the birth of another cult, that of the statue of Immaculate Heart of Mary, which could supposedly move eyes and lips. Nevertheless, Dubrovnik Church authorities were reluctant to promote the miracle, while the commission formed to enquire into the matter disputed the testimonies of the immediate eyewitnesses. In consequence, the wondrous episode of Mary's statue, contrary to that of Giacomo's angels, was very soon brought to an end. The material pertaining to these wondrous appearances was gathered in a lengthy brochure, and the matter witnessed considerable interest, see Urban Talija, Neobične pojave na kipu Gospe Presv. Srca Isusova u crkvi Male braće u Dubrovniku. Dubrovnik: Narodna svijest, 1926.
By that time, other smaller wonders were accredited to Giacomo. According to the popular belief, he drew mosquitos out of a marshy land nearby the friary in Rožat, so that the room where he had lodged was turned into a small oratory. 64 Giacomo's sojourns in Dubrovnik therefore echoed well into the modern period, and the same holds true of the miraculous angels. It was at the beginning of the twentieth century that the processions led by Franciscans featured two altar servers with thuribles, which symbolised Giacomo's long-destroyed angels. 65 This representational twist-animated wooden angels that wondrously emulated acolytes were now impersonated by the acolytes themselves-kept the miracle alive in the collective memory of Ragusan churchgoers.
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Conclusion
The sources pertaining to the miracles of the animated angels demonstrate that the wonder attributed to Giacomo della Marca had undergone a process from not having been acknowledged in the preacher's earliest biography to being listed first among the miracles recounted in the seventeenth-century sources. Naturally, miracles of different kinds were sought through the centuries, and it comes as no surprise that the initial stage of the nurturing of Giacomo's cult was characterised by an eagerness to underscore his profile of a converter of heretics and disease healer, while later Franciscan writings insisted upon the still ongoing miracles. Although the sources here presented do not permit the reconstruction of the miracle's "fortuna" in full, it is clear that the critical point of the codification of the miraculous narrative occurred at the beginning of the seventeenth century, when it was employed in the investigation for the purposes of Giacomo's beatification.
The 1614 drawing may arguably be linked to the launching of the promotional campaign, but so far very little information on its reach has been provided. Similarly shadowy appears the issue of reception of the miracle in early modern Dubrovnik. Accounts are silent as to whether the Franciscan cross (referred to as santissima or sacrosanta imagine) and Giacomo's censing angels arranged at its sides had achieved a prestigious place among Ragusan devotional images. For now, we can safely assume that such a Eucharistic miracle, performed by an inaccessible object mounted above the high altar, could not have excited an enthusiastic cult, considering that the venerated image did not possess thaumaturgic powers, could not answer votive supplications, nor offer protection against perils. 67 Still, records from fifteenth to eighteenth century tell of identical miracle in both mendicant churches. These wonders, as I have argued, were grounded in compositionally and iconographically related Crucifixion groups of the two neighbouring churches. The thurifer angels rendered at the sides of the crossesalthough originally conceived as lateral part of these lavish ensembles-conveyed the sacred narratives. They operated as a visual confirmation and artistic materialisation of the wonder or, in other words, as a means of its authentication. In that respect, Ragusan miracles studied in this essay, apart from being wonders of images, reiterated in a number of early modern accounts, were as well, iconographically speaking, miracles that existed in the imagery itself.
While the presence of angels in both Crucifixion groups enabled the attribution of identical miracle, their very context (that is, their setting in the Franciscan or Dominican church), provoked different narratives, tied to venerable Franciscan or Dominican friars respectively. However, the cults of otherwise little-known friars, Evangelista Balionus and Antonius Clementis (whose burials were glorified by the miracle of the angels), were acknowledged only in their local Mendicant communities. On the contrary, Giacomo della Marca possessed a widely-recognised cult, with the miraculous angels in the Ragusan Franciscan church being just one of the episodes of its centuries-long nurturing.
In conclusion, the Crucifixion groups in question were not objects of cultic veneration in their own right, and we cannot understand their wonders in the framework of the cult of images, for they operated as agents of the cults of friars to whom the miracles were attributed. The hierophantic token of thurifer angels, therefore, bolstered the sainthood of venerable friars more than it transformed the Ragusan mendicant churches into sites of potent sacred intercession. In consequence, this would also explain the somewhat peculiar absence of local evidence of these wonders, and ample references to them in the early modern collections of friars' vitae. It is my hope that new findings will enlarge the body of evidence presented in this essay, and offer a more nuanced understanding of mendicant cross groups and their respective miracles.
